Message

From: Skadowski, Suzanne [Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov]

Sent: 12/20/2021 5:25:57 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Blobaum, Sam [Blobaum.Sam@epa.gov]

cC: Dunbar, Bill [dunbar.bill@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: The Daily News: Local pollution hotspots identified on national map pose low risk, county health says [follow-up

to Pro Publica story on TRI]

FYI, thanks.

From: Skadowski, Suzanne

Sent: Monday, December 20, 2021 9:24 AM

To: Jencius, Morgan <jencius.morgan@epa.gov>; Kowalski, Edward <Kowalski.Edward@epa.gov>; Murphy, Stacy
<Murphy.Stacy@epa.gov>; McClintock, Katie <McClintock.Katie@epa.gov>; Walters, Elizabeth R.
<walters.elizabeth@epa.gov>; Viswanathan, Krishna <Viswanathan.Krishna@epa.gov>

Cc: R10 Press Team <R10_Press_Team@epa.gov>; Edmondson, Lucy <Edmondson.Lucy@epa.gov>; Barber, Anthony
<Barber.Anthony@epa.gov>

Subject: The Daily News: Local pollution hotspots identified on national map pose low risk, county health says [follow-up
to Pro Publica story on TRI]

The Daily News: Local poliution hotspots identified on national map pose low risk, county health says

Marissa Heffernan | Dec 18, 2021 --- A recent analysis of pollution spots by ProPublica put four Cowlitz County
facilities on the map, but one was a mistake and the other three pose a very low risk, local officials said. The
Cowlitz County Health Department said the federal Environmental Protection Agency data used in ProPublica’s
report is "useful in providing an early warning of potentially hazardous levels of air pollution” but do not
account for all factors that may impact exposure.

The analysis mapped out “pollution hotspots” where the risk of cancer could be higher due to air pollution.
Most of the areas with the highest risks were in the Eastern half of the United States, and the report highlighted
Texas and Louisiana areas. Explore the full map at hitps.//orolects.propublica.orafloxman/.

Foster Poultry Farms, Nippon Dynawave Packaging Co., Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging and Emerald
Kalama Chemical were all on the map, but Foster Farms was placed there by mistake, the health department
said, as "the facility produces very little emissions annually.” As for the other three, the ProPublica analysis,
which is based on 70 years of exposure, “shows the cancer risk posed by the industrial facilities to people who
live or work near them is very low,” the health department said, and “in as much as a tenth of a mile, the risk of
exposure decreases significantly.”

The map took five years of EPA data, from 2014 to 2018, and mapped it with the intent of allowing "the public
to understand the risks of breathing the air where they live,” according to the story. "ProPublica’s analysis of
five years of modeled EPA data identified more than 1,000 toxic hot spots across the country and found that an
estimated 250,000 people living in them may be exposed to levels of excess cancer risk that the EPA deems
unacceptable,” the story said. The EPA’s threshold for an acceptable level of cancer risk is 1 in 10,000, which
means that of every 10,000 people living in an area, the added risk of a lifetime of breathing in the air would
create one additional case of cancer than otherwise expected. "But the agency also has said that ideally,
Americans’ added level of cancer risk from air pollution should be far lower, 1 in a million,” the story said. “Our
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map highlights areas where the additional cancer risk is greater than 1 in 100,000 — 10 times lower than the
EPA’s threshold, but still high enough to be of concern.”

All three locations in Cowlitz County fall well below what the EPA considers high risk.

Nippon Dynawave

Nippon Dynawave creates an estimated excess lifetime cancer risk from industrial sources of about 1 in 44,000,
which is 77% lower than the EPA's acceptable risk. Over the five years of data ProPublica analyzed, the excess
risk ranged from as low as 1 in 47,000 to as high as 1 in 41,000. In 2018, the risk was 1 in 46,000. Over the past
five years, it has had 26 informal EPA enforcement actions, eight formal actions and a total of $33,700 in fines
for violations of the Clean Air Act. It has been inspected for air emissions twice in those five years.

The company did not return requests for comment.

Emerald Kalama Chemical

Emerald Kalama Chemical, which is owned by Germany-based LAXNESS, creates an estimated excess lifetime
cancer risk from industrial sources of about 1 in 59,000, or 83% lower than the EPA's acceptable risk. Over the
five years ProPublica analyzed, the excess risk ranged from as low as less than 1 in 100,000 to as high as 1 in
38,000. In 2018, the risk was 1 in 38,000. Over the past five years, it has had one informal EPA enforcement
action for a 2019 volatile organic compound violation and has been inspected for air emissions three times in
those five years. Mike Mackin, LAXNESS spokesperson, said the Kalama site uses "a wide array of pollution
control devices and technologies” that include scrubbers, carbon filters, condensation and combustion to
reduce emissions and meet its Southwest Clean Air Agency permit requirements. He added that since LAXNESS
bought the plant in early 2021, it has been evaluating the facility and overall operations with "a focus on
integrating the site’s sustainability objectives with LANXESS' global standards,” including improving metrics for
safety and emissions reduction. "At LANXESS, nothing is more important than the health and safety of our
employees, on-site contractors and members of the surrounding community,” he said. Mackin said the
company also has a team that works “closely and cooperatively” with the Southwest Clean Air Agency, the
Washington State Department of Ecology and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to regularly review the
facility's equipment and operational procedures and improve them. Two years ago, the overall company set a
goal of becoming climate neutral and eliminate greenhouse emissions by 2040. “We have the constant goal of
continuous improvement at our sites,” he said. "We are committed to enhancing safety, increasing efficiencies
and reducing emissions through further investment, improved practices and advanced engineering efforts.”

Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging

The ProPublica map combines Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging with the risk from Emerald Kalama, and
says the company contributes about 1% of the estimated excess cancer risk. The Washington State Department
of Ecology also has a map that tracks large sources of air pollution. In Cowlitz County, the map identifies seven
sites. For forest product emissions, it lists Nippon Dynawave, NORPAC and Weyerhaeuser. Emerald Kalama and
Eagle US 2 are both emitters under chemicals production, while the Mint Farm Generating Station is listed for
its energy production. The final site is WestRock, categorized as materials manufacturing.
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Suzanne Skadowski

Public Affairs | Social Media

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 10 Pacific Northwest - Seattle

Office: 206-553-2160 | Mobile: 206-900-3309
Email: skadowski.suzanne@epa.gov

Twitter @EPAnorthwest
Facebook @eparegionl10

From: Skadowski, Suzanne

Sent: Friday, December 17, 2021 6:36 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@ena, gov>; Dunbar, Bill <dunbar.bill@epa.gov>; McClintock, Katie
<MeClintock Katie@epa.gov>; Walters, Elizabeth R. <walters elizabethi®epa.gov>; Jencius, Morgan
<jencius.morgani@epa.gov>; Blobaum, Sam <Biohaum Sam@epa.gov>

Cc: R10 Press Team <R10 Press Team@epa.gov>

Subject: The Oregonian: Boeing Portland mistakenly reported its facility was poisoning Oregon’s air. Federal regulators
missed the error for years

The Oregonian: Boeing Portland mistakenly reported its facility was polsoning Oregon’s
air. Federal regulators missed the ervor for vears

Updated: Dec. 16, 2021, 1:56 p.m. | Published: Dec. 16, 2021, 1:56 p.m.

By Ava Kofman, ProPublica
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For decades, a factory on the outskirts of Portland has churned out hulking metal parts for Boeing’s commercial
airplanes. Despite the steady pulse of its machinery, the plant maintains a low profile; Oregonians more readily
associate Boeing with its historic headquarters up north in Seattle. Perhaps, I reasoned last spring, this helped
explain why neo one had noticed that the company’s satellite campus seemed to have unleashed an
environmenial catastrophe.

In 2016, Boeing reported to the Environmental Protection Agency that it had massively ramped up the amount
Brockovich's crusade against the dangerous chemical in Hinkley, California, this should have come as alarming
news. Hexavalent chromium, as the highly toxic form of the metal is known, can cause lyng, nasal and sinus
cancers, trigger pulmonary congestion and abdominal pain, and damage the skin, eyes, kidneys and liver,

Although it is widely used in the aerospace industry to protect plane parts from corrosion, hexavalent
chromium is such a potent carcinogen that in 2004 Boeing's own environmental newsletier acknowledged that
“it would be most desirable to eliminate the offending agent” altogether.

The only reason U'd heard about the issue at the Portland plant was because my colleagues Lylla Younes and Al
Shaw, who have been reporting ontoxic air since 2019, spent the past vear calculating the cancer risks posed
by industrial air polluters across the entire country. Thelr frat-of-lts-Kind apalysis of the EPA's modeled data
initially found that Portland — despite its reputation as an eco-friendly, farm-to-table mecca — was home to
one of the worst hot spots of cancer-causing alr in the country, all because of a single plant's emissions.

The clues to how this slow-motion disaster unfolded were buried in technical paperwork. In 2016, Boeing's
Portland plant told the EPA that it had released 1,954 pounds of chromium compounds into the alr — a 1,000%
increase from the year before, when it emitted 164 pounds. In 2017, that amount soared to 5,556 pounds,
where it hovered for the next two years, Because the factory makes planes, the EPA assumed that a fifth of the
total chromium releases were hexavalent. When Al and Lylla crunched these numbers, they spotted a handful of
elementary schools lying downwind of the factory. Our newsroom dispaiched a team of reporters to investigate
hot spots of cancer-causing air, and | was asked to look into Portland.

Everyone agreed that this was an urgent story, especially because no one else had reported on it. Although the
data about these dangerous emissions was available to anvone who visited the EPA’s website, there had been
no public outery and no enforcement actions. Between the appearance of flagrant corporate misconduct, the
glaring regulatory fallures and the staggering potential health effects, the matter seemed to call for just the kind
of investigation that ProPublica was set up to pursue.

There was just one problem: None of it was true.

Much of the data that Americans rely on to understand pollution is self-reported by the polluters themselves.
The EPA compiles this information in various catalogs, but the most ambitious of its efforts is the Toxics
Release Inventory, which publishes land, water and air emissions data from more than 21,000 industrial
faciiities. Landmark “right-to-know” legislation established the TRI program in 1986, and ever since it’s been
celebrated for inaugurating a new era of environmental transparency.

In the beginning, then, our reporting team had little reason to suspect that a Fortune 500 company would
submit numbers to a public database that would, incorrectly, make it seem like its plant had poisoned the skies
of suburban Portland. 1t's long been argued that information disclosure initiatives like TRI compel polluters to
scale back Immoderate emissions for fear that thelr names might otherwise end up on the front page of The
New York Times. If anything, we figured that corporations would be more likely to underreport their releases
than to wildly overstate them.

Polsoninthe Alr

It was with these assumptions that | first began to look into the Boeing case. But almost immediately, L hita
wall. Not one of the 39 people | interviewed, including workers at the Portiand plant, had heard anything about
the factory’s dangerous spike in hexavalent chromium emissions. Nor did | find any circumstantial evidence to
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corroborate Boeing's numbers in the thousands of pages of public records I requested — documents that
included alr permits, regional pollution studies, EPA files, city blueprints for the factory’s recent expansion,
employee safety complaints and public school district emails.

Instead, I was uncovering information that appeared to directly contradict the federal database. Like the fact
that chrome plating shops in factories across the country — including the Boeing Portland factory — emitted,
on average, closer to a pound of chromium per vear, according to a decade-old EFA survey of the industry. Or,
that in 2016, Boeing Portland told the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality that it had released a mere
(.53 pounds of hexavalent chromium — a figure that was several orders of magnitude lower than the 1,166.76
pounds of hex chrome that EPA records showed Boeing releasing the following year.

By now l'd started to fee] as though the EPA data belonged to an alternate universe. So it was partly a relief to
learn that Oregon’s regulators felt the same way. [.R. Giska, an air-quality engineer at the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, told me that the state agency does not typically consult the federal database, since it has
historically “found discrepancies in TRI reporting.” Unlike the EPA, Oregon’s regulators require each facility to
disclose in detail the underlying calculations it used to determine its emissions, and state officials rigorously
check this work. The DEQ requests and reviews data from companies, Giska sald, “at a level that the TRI
reporting does not even come close £0.”

Giska and his colleagues provided me with extensive documentation to support Boeing’s lower chromium
figures, including granular calculations, stack tests and material safety data sheets — all of which five air
guality scientists substantiated at my request.

Thanks to their time and expertise, | was abie to see for myself that Boeing had erred. In 2016, the company
started to account for all of the chromate-containing materials it had purchased while neglecting to accountfor
the fact that most of those materials had been used on its planes or captured by its pollution-controlling
equipment.

Up to that point, Boeing had refused to engage with me on the record about this riddle, but after I contacted the
company a few more times, a spokesperson confirmed what P'd by then deduced independently. “Your
reporting highlighted for us that we actually over-reported chromium emissions above what the site is
emitting,” the statement said. "We will be submitting amended reports.”

The Most Detalled Moo of Cancer-Causing Industrial Alr Pollution in the .5,

As far as we were concerned, though, the case was far from closed. If the data was so off, how many other
faciiities had made similar mistakes? Why hadn’t the EPA investigated these emissions as a potential danger —
or a potential cutlier? And what was the purpose of TRI, ostensibly the most prominent pollution inventory on
the planet, if its information was largely overiooked?

Our story was no longer that Boeing appeared to be poisoning Portland; it was that Boeing had said it was
poisoning Portland four vears in a row — and the EPA had ignored it

Few facilities are actually measuring what's coming out of their smokestacks; the EPA doesn’t require them to.
Instead, many polluters approximate their releases using emissions factors — ynreliable formulas that predict
the average amounts a facility might expect to emit from a particular manufacturing process. Most factors were
developed decades ago and do not reflect the current industrial landscape. In 2006, the EPA’s Office of
Inspector General concluded that emissions factors had “gignificentiv underestimated” the pollution burden for
several industries; some factories may be releasing twice as much pollution as the equation predicts.

Last fall, the EPA zsued a warning that many emissions factors should “only be used as a last resort.” Even so,
the agency essentially defers to companies to determine whether they've submitted “reasonable estimates” to
the Toxics Release Inventory. Todd Cloud, an environmental expert whe's consulted for both industry and
environmential advocacy groups, told me that the data is often “80% math and 20% art — though some would
call the art voodoo.”

The wide latitude for estimates and ambiguous standards for accuracy can create the impression that the data
is “sort of presumptive,” sald Craig Johnston, a former attorney at the EPA and a professor at Lewis and Clark
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Law School in Portland. “1 tell my law students all the time, ‘If you are uncomfortable with this dynamic and
think it's a fox-in-the-henhouse situation, the only solace I can offer you is that almost all of the relevant
environmenial data we depend on is generated by the companies themselves.”

Although company officials must certify that they stand by the accuracy of their self-reported data, they're
allowed to revise thelr paperwork at any time. Earlier this year, The Intercept’s Sharon Lerner revealed that
multiple facilities edited their TRI reports for the potent carcinogen ethylene oxide after the EPA determined
that its cancer risk was 39 thmes higher than previously thought. “With the submission of several online forms,”
she wrote, “a huge portion of the country’s ethylene oxide problem disappeared — or at least the public record
of it did.”

Can Alr Pollution Cause Cancer? What You Need 1o Kuow About the Risks,

There are no studies on the overall reliability of the Toxics Release Inventory, but over the decades, researchers
have dogumnented conrerns that indusirial emissions may be severely underestimated. In 2004, for instance,
environmenial groups projected that releases of certain carcinogens were ikely four o five fimes higher across
the country than what had been reported to the TRL In 2019, three senators on the Environment and Public

deliberately or unintentionally withheld from TRI reporting.”

In an interview over the summer, an EPA official told me that the agency continuously vets the data submitted
to the TRL It uses a program to spot forms that show vastly different emissions from the previous year or
identical quantities multiple years in a row. Staffers also contact hundreds of facilities by phone and email,
while the TRI Compliance and Enforcement program works to flag inaccurate submissions for extra scrutiny.
“We do our best to curate data to ensure that it is of the highest quality,” the official, who spoke on background
at the EPA’s request, told me. “If the data has been inaccurate in the past, the facility has to update it.”

But who's to say what's inaccurate? Because TRI reports are largely based on estimates — and because those
estimates are largely made in the absence of measurements — it's incredibly difficult for the EPA to prove that
a company has reported the wrong amount. Nor would it be worth the gigantic effort, according to several
former regulators, since the TRI program is not typically tied to the agency's enforcement activities. When the
EPA penalizes polluters for TRI vielations, it’s almost always for neglecting to report their releases rather than
for misreporting them.

After | spoke with the EPA in june, | asked about whether Boeing’s concerning chromium releases had ever
been flagged internally. “Yes,” the agency replied. "When TRI staff contacted the facility regarding the accuracy
of certain reported data, the facility told them the data were accurate.” The EPA apparently left it at that.

The agency’s laissez-faire approach calls the value of the TRI program into guestion, experts say. “You don'’t
hear the phrase “thousands of pounds’ in the same sentence as ‘hex chrome.” It's like putting out plutonium,”
sald Cleud, one of the consultants who reviewed the Boeing documents at my request. “Where there’s a story
here is that this should have been immediately flagged by the EPA. Where are they? Are they asleep at the
wheel? Why didn’t they catch this, or, if they knew it was wrong, ask the company to fix it?”

Shoddy data makes it difficult for the public to know what kind of pollution they're being exposed to. it
complicates the efforts of regulators — not to mention journalists — wheo try to identify the dangers that
facilities pose to vulnerable communities. It derails officials from investigating complaints. And itlowers the
chances that anyone will step In to curb exgessive emissions, which disproportionately burden ¢ompunities of

People living near polluters often find themselves frustrated, and at times misled, by the gaps in the
information at thelr disposal. "All of these reporting requirements come out of the idea that a community
should understand the risks posed by facilities nearby, but when you get down to the nitty gritty of it, there’s all
of these off-ramps for the facilities,” said Mary Peveto, the founder of Neighbors for Clean Alr, an advocacy
group based in Portland, Oregon.
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One of the most important things the EPA could do to Imnprove its air-pollution data is require more facilities to
actually monitor how much toxic air they release, according to all 29 environmental experts | interviewed
about the issue. When the Clean Alr Act was passed In 1970, monitoring technology was in some ¢ases too
costly and complicated to be practical. Today, methods for measuring hazardous alr poliutants are far more
feasible, vet the practice remains rare, according to Scott Throwe, a former senior staffer in the EPA’s
enforcement office. Cloud, the environmental consultant, said, “We have machines you could put on a stack to
make all this voodoo go away.”

The EPA Administrator Visited Cancer-Causing Alr Pollution Hot Spots Bighlighted by ProPublica and
Promised Beforms

The EPA’s new administrator, Michael 5. Regan, told us that the agency plans 1o ramp up lte monitoring
capabilities with fungds from President Joe Biden's coronavirus stimulus package. An internal slideshow about
the TRI program from 2016 acknowledges that “increased prevalence of personal pollution monitors could lead
to questions [about] whether TRI reported data is consistent with ‘real levels.”

While monitoring is the best option, it's not always the most practical one: Some devices are too expensive or
insufficiently sensitive to be useful, and minuscule concentrations of certain air toxics can evade detection
altogether. When monitoring isn't possibie or available, the EPA should shore up its standards for the estimates
it accepts, Throwe said. It could do this, for instance, by restricting the use of emission factors that it knows to
be unreliable and by reconsidering how frequently facilities can alter their forms.

Federal officials might also do well to borrow from the plavbooks of some of their successful state partners.
After all, without the meticulous evidence compiled by the Oregon DEQ, we would not have been able to
diagnose what was going on at Boeing Portland. That state data exists thanks in part to activists like Peveto,
who were 50 fed up with the EPA’s emissions inventory that they pushed state regulators to start thelr own
database under a new law known as Cleaner Air Oregon. “I didn’t see a lot of validity in trying to force EPA to
improve or support their data,” Peveto said, "but | did see huge progress in having the Cleaner Alr Oregon
program provide us with stronger data we could belleve in”

The EFA said that it intends fo release “more robust” air toxics information annually. “Good decision-making
starts with good data,” its statement said. "We have made major investments to improve detection technologles
and emissions testing at industrial facilities. We also continuously work to improve our emissions inventories
so that we can evaluate risks based on the most accurate information possible.”

By the summer, the seven of us who had been investigating toxic hot spots were fixated on what we'd taken to
calling The Boeing Situation. If we had caught one major ervor that the EPA had overlooked, how many more
were out there? We dropped everything to undertake our own vast data reckoning.

We weren’t starting from scratch. As far back as February 2020, Shaw and Younes had known that the data, like
all data, had its Himitations. Experts advised them to dig into companies whose emissions looked “fishy” or
seemed unusually high for the facility’s size. After they did this, four polluters said they realized they had made
mistakes and revised their emissions forms. They were companies most people have never heard of. But once
we stumbled across the Boeing problem, we wanted to know how many other large, sophisticated corporations
might have also botched their data.

We attempted to contact the 200 facilities that appeared to be subjecting residents to the greatest cancer risk.
We emaliled, called, left messages and spoke on the phone with employees whenever possible. In our
correspondence, we asked companies to confirm the releases they reported to TRI for 201418, the years
covered in our analysis, and noted that we had identified their emissions as elevating the estimated cancer risk
in the area. Of the 109 companies that responded, 71% confirmed that their reported emissions were correct,
while 29% noted errors. When companies told us they'd erred, we asked them to resubmit their forms to the
EPA, which most of them did, and we adjusted our model accordingly. We also compared the federal data
against state inventories and checked our work with dozens of regulators and sclentists. {You can read more
about how we went about all of this in gur methodalogy). In the end, some of the hot spots in our preliminary
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companies to let us know it they alter thelr TRI forms, and so far we've heard from three additional facilities
that are revising their figures downward.

The image on the left shows the air pollution footprint from the Boeing Portland facility in ProPublica’s initial,
unpublished analysis of industrial air pollution. The image on the right shows the analysis we published, after
cur fact check led Boeing to correct its data. Credit:Screenshots by ProPublica

As journalists, we can't help but wonder about the role that our questioning might have played in prompting
some of these revisions, Perhaps other companies were contacted by the EPA, like Boeing, but only reexamined
their forms following calls from reporters, We also can’t rule out the possibility that some facilities might have
revised their estimates downward because of the potential for negative publicity. It is not lost on us that it is far
easier to get corrections out of companies that overreported their pollution than those that underreported.

Either way, the edits raise questions about how seriously companies take their duty to report to the federal
government. I was struck by how many of the errors we encountered were caused by trivial oversights:
Companies told us they had inserted a number in the wrong place, or employed the wrong method of
calculation, or confused the amount of chemicals purchased for the amount they'd released into the air.

But one of the most common sources of error we encountered had less to do with the companies than with the
way the EPA designed the program. The TRI paperwork doesn’t allow companies to distinguish between the
forms of the heavy metal they're releasing. This poses a major issue for facilities that emit chromium
compounds: Hexavalent chromium is a2 known carcinogen, whereas trivalent chromium is not, and yet the TRI
directs companies to lump the two together. A handful of facilities told us that they didn't release any
hexavalent chromium, but because of the way TRI's reporting system works, they couldn’t specify that. The EPA
makes this problem worse when it models the TRI data, since it assumes that some share of the total chromium
compounds are hexavalent. (With Boeing, for example, the initial problem was caused by the facility grossly
oversiating its chromium releases, which in twn drove up the share that was assumed to be hexavalent.}

Internal memos and emails from the EPA reveal that it has long grappled with what it calls the “issue of heavy
metals.” But the agency has yet to fix the issue, much to the frustration of current and former staffers. “It's a
constant topic of conversation and a baffling problem for everyone,” an EPA employee familiar with the
program told me. “l don’t think Pve ever heard anyone at the EPA say it would not be useful and that they
wouldn’t want to have it. it's more, How can we go about it so that facilities will provide the estimates across
the board?”

The fuzzy nature of the TRI data can give the agency cover not to act, sald Wayne Davis, an environmental
scientist at the EPA who worked in the TRI program until 2019, “If the agency can’t measure it,” he said, “it
doesn’t have to manage it.”

Perhaps at this point it doesn’t go without saying: the Toxics Release lnventory, despite its flaws, remains the
most comprehensive, readily available source of industrial air pollution data in the country. When it comes to
understanding what facilities are putting into the air, experts variously described TRI to me as “the only thing
out there,” “the only game in town,” “the gold standard,” “a global leader,” "not the gospel but pretty good” and,
on five separate occasions, “the best available data”

Without TR, many communities would remain in the dark about the health risks they face. “If you really want
to try to understand where hot spots are, this is as good as it currently gets,” said Johnston, the law professor
and former EPA staffer. “Ht may or may not always be precise. It may or may not be accurate in every case. But it
sure is a heck of a lot better than nothing. It should be a presumptive starting point for trying to understand
aggregate lmpacts in these areas.”

When Home Is a2 Toxic Hot Suot

further investigation. It serves as a screening tool, one that allows residents and regulators to pinpoint places in
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need of greater air-monitoring efforts, data-quality inspections and enforcement activities. If anything, experts
say, the risks we show are typlcally an underestimate: the floor, not the celling,

Our team — now glong with dozeng of newsrooins — has been reporting on how communities in these hot

yetitions, pasked town halis, applied for alr-monitoring grants and met with environmental regulators.

The EFA is paying attention, too. On a recent tour throush some of the most toxic hot spots in the country,
Adminpistrator Regan told me, “We've looked very carefully at your reporting and we're incorporating much of
it into our refined and revised system ourselves as well, so that we can begin to address these issues.”

Community leaders and environmental advocates have stressed that the Hmitations of the data should not
delay the agency from taking action to curb dangerous emissions. “The data show a problen: that EPA needs to
address,” said Emma Cheuse, an attorney and air toxics expert at the advecacy group Earthjustice. “You can
constantly improve the data, and more research will always be helpful, but the EPA also needs to act on the
information we have now.”

Suzanne Skadowski

Public Affairs | Social Media

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 10 Pacific Northwest - Seattle

Office: 206-553-2160 | Mobile: 206-900-3309
Email: skadowski.suzanne@epa.gov

Twitter @EPAnorthwest

Facebook @eparegionl

From: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gow>

Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 11:26 AM

To: Dunbar, Bill <dunbar.bill@ena.zov>; McClintock, Katie <iicClintock Katie@epa.pov>; Walters, Elizabeth R.
<wallers. elizabeth®@epa.gov>; Jencius, Morgan <jgncius.morgan@epa.gow>

Cc: R10 Press Team <R10 Press Team@epa.sov>; Blobaum, Sam <Blohaum. Sam@ena gov>

Subject: RE: ProPublica: When home is a toxic hotspot

The reporter hasn’t given us a specific publish target date.

From: Dunbar, Bill <dunbar.bill@epagovw>

Sent: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 2:22 PM

To: McClintock, Katie <McClintock Katie®@eps. gov>; Walters, Elizabeth R. <walters.elizabeth@epa.gov>; Jencius, Morgan
<jgncius.morgani@epa.gov>

Cc: R10 Press Team <R10 Press Team@epa.gov>; Blobaum, Sam <Blohaum. Sami@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard. Bobert@epa.gow>

Subject: ProPublica: When home is a toxic hotspot

I would imagine the story that would/could/might not include the answers to the questions the reporter has submitted
to us will run tomorrow (Thursday) or Friday?
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ProPublica: When home is g toxic hotspot

Bill Dunbar

EPA Region 10

0: 206-553-1019

C: 206-245-7452
dunbar Bill@ens sov
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